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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. The term "about" in claim 7 is a relative term, which renders the claim indefinite. 
The term "about" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a 
standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would 
not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 

3. Claim 15 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. Claims 1 , 6, 7, and 15 arerejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Koo(U.S. 6,147,473). 

Regarding claim 1 and 15, Koo discloses wherein a method for charging a 
battery having a control device (figure 2 item 1 0) that influences a charging 
current for the battery in a predefined manner and carries out at least to different 
charging methods, the method comprising: 
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in a first charging method, maintaining a substantially constant voltage (column 1 
lines 15-19) and; 

in a second charging method, taking measures resulting in dynamization (column 
1 lines 31 : in the third stage of charging, which comes directly after the first stage 
of charging with a voltage, the voltage is increased which results in 
dynamization). 

Regarding claim 6, Koo discloses in wherein further comprising increasing a 
charging voltage with respect to a usual value in the second charging method. 
Regarding claim 7, Koo discloses wherein the charging is increased to about 16 
volts (column 1 lines 31 ). Koo discloses the claimed invention except for the 
exact value of 16 volts. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to modify the voltage so that it is at a higher voltage so that it takes a 
shorter time to charge. Since it has been held that there, where the general 
condition of a claim are disclosed in a prior art, discovering an optimum value of 
a result variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Bosch, 617 F.2d 272, 
205 USPQ 214 (CCPA 1980). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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7. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Koo (U.S. 
6,147,473) in view of Roseman (U.S. 5,623,197). 

Regarding claim 2, Koo does not disclose wherein the battery is a lead acid 
battery in a motor vehicle that is charged via a generator that is regulated to 
predefined voltages via a voltage regulator. Roseman discloses in column 1 
lines 12-20 wherein a lead acid battery is used in motor vehicle. Roseman 
further discloses in column 4 lines 21 - 47 wherein the generator charges the 
battery and wherein the generator is regulated by the voltage regulator. At the 
time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the Koo system with the Roseman system so that damaging 
excessive overcharge can be prevented. 

Regarding claim 8, Koo does not disclose the invention as claimed. Roseman 
discloses in column 5 lines 11-17 wherein the charging voltage is increased via 
corresponding controlling by a voltage regulator, which provides an increased 
target voltage value for regulating an output voltage. At the time of invention, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the Koo 
system with the Roseman system so that there is a higher battery charge rate 
and a quicker battery recharge. 

8. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Koo (U.S. 
6,147,473) in view of Kohl (U.S. 5,594,321). 

Regarding claim 9, Koo does not disclose the invention as claimed. Kohl 
discloses in figure 1 items 3 and 61 wherein the bridge rectifier is disposed within 
the generator, influencing the charging voltage to be rectified in the output stage. 
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At the time of invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill 
in the art to modify the Koo system with the Kohl system so that faults in the 
battery can be detected. 

9. Claims 10 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Koo (U.S. 6,147,473) in view of Maechara (U.S. 6,777,905). 

Regarding claim 10, Koo does not disclose the invention as claimed. Maechara 
discloses in column 4 lines 56 - 65 wherein the excitation current is interrupted 
after a time, then this process is repeated. Maechara discloses the claimed 
invention except it does not specify wherein the first time is in a range of 20 to 60 
seconds and second time being about one second. It would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art to repeat the process so that the output 
level of the voltage is controlled. Since it has been held that there, where the 
general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the 
optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In re Aller, 105 
USPQ 233. 

Regarding claim 11, Koo does not disclose the invention as claimed. Maechara 
discloses in figure 1 item 201, a MOSFET, disposed in a voltage regulator, item 2 
used to de-excite the charging device. At the time of invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the Koo system with 
the Maechara system so that the voltage can be properly regulated. 

10. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Koo 
(U.S. 6,147,473) in view of Cheiky (U.S. 6,459,243). 
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Regarding claim 14, Koo does not disclose the invention as claimed. Cheiky 
discloses column 2 lines 17-25 wherein protective methods must be employed 
to prevent damage from any of the methods used. At the time of invention, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the Koo 
system with the Kohl system so that the battery is not easily destroyed. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

1 1 . Claims 3-5, 1 2 and 1 3 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. The prior art does not disclose 
the combination of forcing discharges at a predefined instant by one of switching on a 
predefined consumer and de-exciting a charging device. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alexis Boateng whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
5979. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am - 6:00 pm, Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Karl Easthom can be reached on (571) 272-2084. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



AB 




